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March 29, 1962 

Summary prepared , ~ y  S/P on meeting of specialists who discussed 
ttImplications of the Sino-Soviet Dispute for U. S. policy" 

Little likelihood dispute w i l l  be resolved in foreseeable future; good 
chance of further deterioration; if situation remains relatively same 
there a r e  many implications deserving U. S. policy and security study. 

Reconciliation undesirable; continuation of present situation has many 
advantages (confusion and uncertainty in other parties); complete 
break most advantageous (significant change in world power). 

Limited resources available for  U. S. to influence dispute, mainly 
through thiSd parties, underdeveloped countries, Mernational nego- 
tiation -- U. S. policy should remain aloof, not silent but give accurate 
publicity to dispute, do nothing to drive protagonists together, if must 
choose sides take USSR. 

Since Soviet would not become directly involved with Chinese unless 
Chinese territory actually threatened, the U. S. should exercise re- 
straint but hold to present position. 

The Sino-Soviet dispute has only marginal bearing on specific issues; 
e. g., Berlin, disarmament -- each issue should be considered on its 
own merits in determining policy. 

Some of group thought that relaxation of trade embargo on China would 
help encourage Chinese to stand firm, while others thought this would 
strengthen radical groups in control thus discouraging Moscow from 
moving toward a break. 

L 

All participants felt the Sino-Soviet dispute destroys the myth that 
communism is a monolithic unity. The U. S. can exploit this 
effectively within communist parties a d  among leftists throughout 
the world: ' 
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=CATIONS OF T€E SmO-SOVIET DISHITE FOR US POLICY - 

. SUIWARY OF DISCUSSIa 

1. On Thursdq, 8 March, a gmup of Csverment and outside 

special is ts  =et I n  09 all-dax sessim t;, discuss the iriplications 

This discussim was a 
u 

. of the SinS3.siet  dispute fo r  US policy. 

folltw-u:! 2f twa meting6 at the  Cwncil  on Foreign Relat ims held in 

New Y x k  duriry: FebruaFy under tl-re sponsorship 9f the Departrient . 
2. The sessions in New York wsre largely devatted t B  D dis- 

cussion Df the nature Cnd depth of t he  Siw-SJviet dispute, 

was General weei len t  m the f o l l d l y :  propositions: 

There 

a. Relations between Pe ip iw and %sc.w, which have 

been deterloratin(: since 1958, reachcd t h e i r  l m e c t  point 

as a resu l t  c& developucnts at and subsequent t3  the XXII 

Party C.)-ess; 

lf A l is t  of participants and the  agenda f o r  the neetin;; I s  at- 
tached at annex. 
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b. There is l i t t l e  if l i k e l i h o d  tha t  L e  

dispute W l l l  be resslved in the  foreseenble future.  

In f ac t  the dispute camst be resolved without fun- 

d a x n t a l  ideol~gical and po l i t i ca l  concessions. 

Neither side is' l i ke ly  t o  do t h i s  W e r  its present 

leadership. 

c. There is a g o d  chance tha t  the dispute w i l l  
Y 

further deter iorate  t o  the point of an open break. 

(Assessuents d the chances of such a break ran&ed f'rm 

about 2 in 5 t o  about 3 in 5). 

d.  Even if the s i tuat ion "rxks a l o q "  a t  nbaut 

i t s  present leve l  f o r  the  next year or  so (perhaps 

ra re  likely than an open break and certainly nore 

l ike ly  than a reconciliation),  there are mny I q ~ o r t -  

ant k p l i c a t i m s  fDr US pslicy aod security which de- 

serve study. 

Far the purpose Df these discussims an open break is defined 
as a break in party relat ions (expressed as a cessation of 
cmuunlcations between the  two par t ies ,  nit,tification to other 
par t ies  of the ncnrerxnt -- by e i ther  or both -- t ha t  "cmradely" 
re lat ions no b w e r  prevailed, and public attacks by each party 
on the leaders of the  other), together with a hiGhly irip%-tant 
c b i g u i t y  in t h e i r  s ta te- to-s ta te  relations,  including an m- 
b i p l t y  as t o  the status of their utual defense agreaents .  

. . . .. :. . .. 
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e. Of the  three possible developnents that could 

$&e place in Sino-Swiet r c l a t  ions : 

(1) A reconciliation would have the leas t  

desirable (indeed unfiesirable ) consequence f 3r 

the os. 
, -  

J' 

(2) A continuation of the present si tuation 

would have lllany advantages for the US. 

least Df which is the confusion and uncertainty 

the dispute w o u l d  continue t o  prduce  i n  other 

parties).  

( N J t  the  

(3) A coEplete break would be the sos t  ad- 

vantwems developnent -- indeed, it w a l d  (or 

c9Ud) represent the nost simipicant c h w e  in 

the world's p a e r  balance since 199 (when the 

C.3KNnlsts to3k power i n  China). 

96f178c 

f. Grantlw the pr92ositions In "e" above, the Us 

probably has only l i n i t e d  resources and op2ortunities t o  

affect  direct ly  arx3 SiGnificantly the  c 3 u r ~ e  d Slm-Scmiet 

relations, even if it sh9uld choose t o  do s3. 
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e .  Even thwgh there  m e  substant ia l  1ir.l;ltations 

m our a b i l i t y  t o  influence the  cmrse of the dissute,  

there w i l l  be CBDY oppmtunities which, if carefully 

exploited, would serve US i n t e re s t s  ( i n  the th i rd  par t ies ,  

in underdevelssd countries, in i n t e rna t ima l  neGotiations ) . 

3. Althmgh there were sone Illimr differences of euphasis 

amxy-, the participants with respect t o  these popx. i t ions ,  it 

was agreed t o  accept then as a basis f o r  the discussim of 

policy iuplications which took place i n  WasNWm. 

4. The first ua jm topic  f o r  discussion was the stance o r  

a e r - a l l  policy the US shoulcl adopt toward the Sins-Sfaiet  dispute 

i n  a si tuat ion short Df an Qpen break (i.e.,  the c i r c u s t a m e s  

currently prevail irq).  It is worth recallin;; here tha t ,  t o  the  

extent a policy has been ar t iculated,  it has been t o  niniuize of- 

f i c i a l  corplent on the  d i s p t e ,  rennin o f f i c i a l ly  aloaf and r e s t r i c t  

our acti:ms t o  unattributable peripheral operations. The rat ionale  

behind t h i s  has been based on two assmptions: the dispute bns 

been poC;ressirq nicely under its OM stew. and there i s  l i t t l e  

t ha t  we cmld  do t o  help it along; anythiw we say or dn ul@t, in 

fact, drive the  t w J  pratagmlsts  toGether, 
I 

-4 - 
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5 .  This policy and these assunptims were subjected t o  

c r i t i c a l  review. 

upon by al l  participants) t ha t  the dispute had now Gone t o  such 

lengths and the various national, ideJloGica1,and persanal d i f -  

Unilerlying the discussion was tfie view ;a;Teed 

\ ferences between the two sides were s3 fudanextal ,  that US 

policy neea not be inhibited by fear that our w o r d s  or  deeds 

(sbviously short d anythirq as extrece as an attack on W a n d  

C h i n a )  could, in themelves, resul t  in a reconciliation between 

b s c m  and Peipiw. 

c r ~ w  mer the  dispute, but a lso tha t  the US should not remin 

si lent :  that accurate publicity glven the dispute wmld, at a 

dnir-ull, exacerbate problem of discipline In the wDrld C d - m i s t  

nJvmAent an3 the individual parties, whereas silence would en- 

courxe  the C m n u n l s t  wJrlcl t o  believe that it cmld "contain" 

the dispute within 6me such fornula as "non-rmta&mlstic contra- 

d l c t b n s  ." 

It w a s  aweed tha t  the US shmld n& publicly 

6 .  As t o  choosiw sides in the dispate, the participants 

leaned t m a r d  the USSR, but cautioned that the choice shmld be 

made on individual Issues and circunstances. 

w e e d  that M)scow's s ta ted positions, with the i r  wphasis on 

coexistence and sensit ivty t o  escalation d wars, present less 

It was generally 

dmzer t o  the US (at l ea s t  In the sh& run) than Pelping's s ta ted 

-5 - 
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strateey of r l i l i t n n t  rev9lutionary action. US policy shmld 

der2onstrate wherever feas ib le  t h a t  an atnosphere Df "coexis - 
tence" with the  USSR (beiw wepared t o  e x c m e  concessions) 

is feasible snd should rmke crystal clear tha t  the Chinese 

"hi@-risk" policy Wuld be countered resolutely (I .e., that 

such zt policy w i l l  e n t a i l  higher r i sks  thnn the USSR, m 

PeipinG without Soviet supp&, w!uld care t a  accept). 

the saxe tiue, it was agreed, the  US should nat adJpt Q posi- 

t i on  t#wrrrd the Chinese which would t i e  our hands in the  event 

of an open break; i n  other w s r d s ,  w e  sh9uld t r y  t o  encmra(;e 

favorable trencls in S f l i e t  policy nm, w h i l e  leavin;; r o m  t:) 

encourqe favmable trends in Chinese policy later. 

. 

A t  

7. The next a a J w  b p i c  wns the  consideration Df gencrnl 

US policy i n  the event d a break. 2/ TWJ -ental propositions 

srovided p i d c l i n e s  f3r t N s  discussion: the  consequences of a 

break were so iqor tan t  f o r  t he  US tha t ,  even if t he  chances 

d a break durin;: thisyear were reGarded as less than even, Y 
serious consideration Should be given t o  US policy i n  such n .  

II/ See fostmte 

k/ In f a c t  mst participants regarded the chances ns at l eas t  

f a  our w o r k i n g  definit ion Df a "break". 

50-50. 

a .  

-6- 
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contingency; since a break w a s  at least conceivable i n  the 

next several nonths, policy planning shJuld s t a r t  hxdia te ly .  

The participants f e l t  t ha t  an open break w m l d  have serious 

inplications f a r  US policy m such questions as Chinese nen- 

bership i n  the UN, rkcognition of Cornmist China, trade 

policy t 2 w a r d  the  Dbc, the status of' Taiwan,ard t h e  offshxe  

islands, etc. 

8. "he argunent was advanced tha t  a couplete break muld 

remve aqy remining S w i e t  restraints on China and w m l d  in- 

tensify cm.pdAtiJn between Mosc~w and P e i p i q  t 9  pr-we the& 

s u p m i x  Marxist-Leninist rdlitancy. Mst prfiicipants f e l t ,  

hmever, tha t  w h i l e  the Chinese oight be Lmre disposed t o  w- 
gression af'ter a break, their capability w m l d  be consiZerably 

reduced. I n  view of increased doubts that Msc~w would defend 

then against Western retal ia t ion,  Peipirg would probably have t o  

prxeed  with deliberate cautim. 

subversim and armd "liberation" ac t iv i t ies  would pmbcibly in-  

crease ar3und China's periphery, but that this wclulcl be cf a 

kind calculated nDt t a  Srmoke uassive Western retal ia t ion.  

It was (I;enerally- agreed tha t  

-7- 
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9 .  !Che part ic ipants  f e l t  t ha t  the USSR, in t he  event csf' 

an open break, night be tespted t o  run p e a t c r  r i sks  i n  the  

short-tern ( t o  deuonstrate its ni l i tancy) ,  but vm.Yd not wish 

t o  appear t o  be yield* t o  the Chinese and (far t h i s  and other 

reasons) wmld probably be less wgressive in the lox-run. 

It was f e l t  that Saviet intervention i n  si tuations i n  which US 

f a x e s  becane d i rec t ly  involved with Chinese forces would be 

l ike ly  ~ n l y  if it appeased tha t  Chinese CoLllunist control m e r  

its 3wn t e r r i t o r y  w a s  actually threatened. 

course f o r  the US muld be t3 exercise res t ra int ,  but t o  b l d  

firrily t o  present pos i t ims .  

event of an D p e n  break as w e l l  as under present circwstances, 

the  US shmld, i n  a broad sense, encmra;;e the ESR t o  adopt 

i n  fac t  i t s  s ta ted posit ions i n  the dispute. 

participants a l s o  wain enphasized that it would be necessary 

t 3  Give careful study t o  specif ic  s i tuat ions an2 issues as a 

basis for policy decisions. 

Hence, the  best 

It was agreed that ,  i n  t h e  
z/ 

ELwever, the 

. . . .  . , .: . ,. ..._ . :. 
. I  . .. 

. . . -  _.. ... ... > -  .. 
., ,. i r  . .  . . .  

. .  

10. US p d i c y  with respect t o  cer ta in  specific areas and 

issues was then discussed. As for the specific question of policy 

D n  k r l i n  there were a f e w  who t h o q h t  that-Kb5ushchev's rance af 

-ewer had been narrowed by the Chinese challenge and a few who 

I 

z/ US policy in  cer tain epedific si tuations (e.(I;., S m t , h a s t  
Asia) is discussed belaw, 

-8- 
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t h c q h t  it had been increased. 

that Srnriet policy on Berlin wmld be deterriined on i ts  rierits, 

and tha t  US palicy shmld be s i u i l m l y  detemined: 

The consensus, however, was 

i n  other 

words, i n  t h e  case of Derlin, the S im-Swie t  dispute was only 

mr(=inally relevant fo r  both the USSR and the  US. It was  gener- 

ally ameed tha t  in the event of an open break the  USSR u h t  be 

mre disposed t 5  reach a settlellent 3n Derlin acceptable t o  the 

West, just  as the  S.>viet internal  c r i s i s  follswing S t d i n ' s  

death was som expressed i n  a L u r e  conciliatQry S w l e t  l i n e  i n  

the KJrean conflict. \ 

11. mere was considerable discussim 3n the i q l i c a t i o n s  of 

the dismtc fo r  US dismixrient policy. 

rliCht be serious abDut reachin(: a neanincful apeeEent m disarm- 

rient arb! nuclear testing. 

r q e  of rieaningful WTeenent because Df Peiping's absence f'rsu 

the talks; the Chinese have said they wd id  nat accept an amee- 

zent which they did n2t participate i n  n e p t i a t i w .  

It w a s  agreed that M J S C ~ W  

Eemever, there is a sharp Unit on the  

12. SJI.-~ p a r t i c i p n t s  jpDposed pushin(; the current d i sarm-  

rient nez;.>tiations as far as possible and thsn ConfrDntiry: t he  

Chinese with at least soae ueasure of agreerlent between East and 

West. The USSR, W e r  these circmstmces,  would presurably be 

. .  
. .... 

. 

I 
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a s s x i a t e 4  with the  West in bringing s a x  pressures on Peiging 

t c )  c;3 a l 3 ~  with whatever rxasurc :If Weezen t  had been reached 

(GUT own pnble!:: with the  French was n=ited as a p x s i b l e  C J K p l i C a -  

t ion) .  A prq~!~sal w a s  advanced t h a t  the dismiment t a lks  be 

taken cut frou Wer UN auspices as som as it was clear t ha t  

negot ia t ims were at an iupasse and that Peipinc: be then invited 

t o  participate.  Ropments  of tNs idea stressed the need t:) 

educate the Chinese on the  technical problens of disari.m-ient. 

They also f e l t  that Chinese pnrticipation would Give Msc:)w an 

wlded incentive t 3  reach argeenent (since an effective control 

ar-:ong n l l  nuclew p.=lwcrs w m l d  now be theoretically possible); 

rwreover, it c i ch t  exacerbate the Sino-Stjviot dispute by forcing 

M.mow and Pelping t o  t r y  t o  reach a ccxm.m p3sition i n  the t a lks .  

Even if n3thin;: specific cane out of such discussions, it was 

f e l t  t ha t  they woula grmide a channel of c o m i c a t i o n  with 

Pcipini: wer and nbove t h a t  available i n  Warsaw - a channel which 

mst pa r t i c iymts  f e l t  was sorely needed. Fai l ing  Chinese parti- 

c i g a t i m  i n  such ta lks ,  consideration should be given t o  a discus- 

sion with the USSR abmt  a nuclear-free zone i n  Asia, a proposal 

which w m l C  prJbably nat be accepted by Peiping, but discussion of 

which WJUX a h x t  certainly increase Chinese resentment and sus- 

plci.ms:?f the USSR. (Prior t o  such a discussion, hswever, our 3wn 

psksition m t h i s  issue shmld be carefully reviewed). 

. .  
. .  . .  & . 
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13. I n  recard t o  the policy question of "sucmitry" the  partici- 

p m t s  q r e e d  t h a t  t h e  Sino-Soviet dis2ute gives us an added 

interest  i n  ta lk l rg  with the Swie t s .  

show whether the Sino-S.wiet dispute rakes the  USSR ;me concilla- 

Sur r i t  t a l k s  wmld help 

t e y  t ,mard the West. It would also excite Peipiry:'s suspicims 

crf Mxxow -- as or thobx Warxists" they would oppose such contacts 

with the West, but, on the other hand, would resent t h e i r  exclusim 

.. . .. . . , ..;., .. . . .  . .  

. I .. . . .  . 
,' z'''i' 

.. . 
../., . 
. . .  ... . 
- .  ~. :, ;. . .. ..: . .  

. .  
- .  

frm the t a l k s .  HDwever, it was s t r o q l y  f e l t  that the sur: of 

IE interests  rather than the Sino-S-xiet dispute per se s h x l d  

dictate  US p l l c y  on surnlitry. 

f o r  a s m A t  rleetiw, there w m l d  prJbably be certain desirable 

sp i l l -mer  effects  3n the Sim-S >viet dispute (?Orticularly i f  

Far Eas t  nat ters  were song thDse discussed). There was General 

apeellent an the sbvims caveats about the need t a  BO t-, a sumit 

- 
If there were Dther go 'd  reasons 

ceeting wzll-prepred and t o  nv&lmousinll; ex2ectatims of sub- 

stantial weexents ,  particularly since the  crcation 9f a be t te r  

atrxsphcre (even without any fixx apeerients) wouldin itself 

serve our purpases. 

14. The discussion on the i cp l i ca t ims  sf the dispute f a r  US 

policy tnward Vie t -  and Iaas revedled cmsiderable differences of 

vlcw.. As regards Vietnau, In line with sur ovexwil..l position i n  the 

-11- 
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Sino-SJviet' dispute, we sbu ld  t r y  t o  persuade the Csm.Rmists t h a t  

xE;ression there cannt>t succeed; incleed there w x l d  be serious 

dnnGer tha t  a w a r  there would escalate. 

aineil at exploitin(: Sinh'3crviet differences Dn local  w a r s  and ai&t 

be particularly effective applied t o  V i e t m ,  since the Chinese 

cmtend that the US will nst take siGnificarrt r i s k s  i n  untlerdevelQped 

areas. 

fective i n  the event of an open break between Mxc~w and Peiping; 

a credible threat  of' esca1ati.m w,uld give HJ C h i  Mi& the dis-  

agreeable alternatives of bein& defeated or  (at a Uininuu) acceptin& 

Such o position would be 

It w 3 s  Generally agreed tha t  this policy wJuld be uost  e f -  

l 

Chinese cmtro l ,  and confronted with such alternatives, fi wJuld 

prabably reduce V i e t  C.mg ac t iv i t i e s  i n  SQuth Vietnaii. 

recornzed, hDwever, that the s i tuat ion i n  Viet- is very conplex, 

It was 

certainly deserviw nare than the brief attention we Cave it, md 

it w a s  w e e d  that we shJuld not pretend tha t  we had confidence 

in our hasty conclusions abmt  It. 

nent on m y  irzpartant proposition in regard t o  Laos. 

We were unable t o  reach qgee- 

15. There was sbilnr lack sf w e e n e n t  about China policy 

i n  a s i t u a t i m  sh9rt D f  a break. A f e w  f e l t  that the US shDuld 

begin n.)w t 2  relax the trade eEbargo on China so as t o  help the  

Chincse stand f i r n  i n  the dispute, lookiw t 9 w m - d  the eventual 

t r i u q h  of r i gh t i s t  forces i n  China and D Yqaslav-type foreign 
, 
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pzdicy i n  the event Qf a break. 

pnlicy tmard Peiping would uerely s t r e w h e n  radicdL el-= F. ents  

which now dollinate the r e a n e ,  and wJuld discourage M>sc~w fro:; 

m v i w  toward a break ( i n  that a break would, i n  a sense, repre- 

sent  the ultiriate foru of pressure against China, and there wsulcl 

be l e s s  point i n  exerting t h i s  pressure if Peiping were already 

receivinl; sup2ort frm other smrces)  . 
even i n  t h c  event of a break, the US shmld wait f x  the Chinese 

Others arwcd tha t  a conciliatsry 

s m e  Llaintained tha t ,  

t o  t u rn  kward the riGht bef3re helping then. The participants 

d i sapeed  as t o  whether there was any reasonable hope of "buying 

off"  the Chinese a t  t h i s  tix with grain D r  other ec!inxiic in-  

ducel::.ents (i .e.,  whether the Chinese cmld be discourqecl frm 

ac ts  cif aggression i n  this w a y ) .  

t ha t  by "building bridges t o  China" t h e  US could h q x  ult-tely 

t o  gain ssiie econmic leverwe. Oppnents of such masures cm-  

tended that this w:)ulcl only reward the  Kicked i n  China and 

s t r e m h e n  the  radicals at Q c r i t i c a l  t h e ,  failine; t o  assist in 

j 

P r q m e n t s  of wheat sa les  argued 

. .  
. .  
. . .  

, .  .. 

. .  

. .  
. . .  

any woy the forces necessary t o  a ri&tward.turn. There w a s  l i t t l e  
'. ;:;.:: . . _. . .. , . . . . . .  . . .  

t h e ,  unfortunately, f i x  discussinn of the  question of whether the  .. ..:..... ;. .'> 

. , .: ','.+?..' 
.. , . .  . .  US sh&ld help the  Chinese ri&t-wiw t o  pawer -- a question which 

would have t o  weiGh the  considerations that (a) the  right-&G .' ' 
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would probably r x d i f y  Chinese positions i n  the  dispte which are 

offensive t 3  us, but (b)  the r ia t -wing  als:, represents t he  

"Scrviet tern'' i n  China and woulc? ?robably a c t  t u  ir?prove the  

SinD-S,zviet relationship. 

16. I n  conclusion, the participants f e l t  t h a t  m iriportant 

result 3f t h e  Sino-S.miet dispute is the destruction Jf the  qyth 

that c3rnmisr: is a cnnolithic unity, nn undivided wave of the ,  

future which inexzmkdy sweeps mer the  cap i t a l i s t  world. 

US benefits f r a  the confusim and dmbt  occasioned by t h e  dis- 

pute and can exploit this effectively within Cotmunist par t ies  

The 

and aiion;; leftists throqhout  the w m l d  (particularly in t h e  un- 

derdeveloped nreas ) . Widespread dissenination of fac tua l ly  accu- 

rate docuxntary na t e r i a l  (especially by c,mert neans) would 

greatly assist polycentric tendencies observable i n  the  wcxld 

csmunist nmerient mcl within individual p r t i e s  since 1956. 

17. The participants agreed t h a t  it would be very useful 

f9r a siiA.1a.r group -- or  perhaps srmller s o u p s  -- t o  aeet 

periDdically t 3  discuss d e v e l o p n t s  in the  Sino-Ssviet dispute 

and t h e i r  kqlicaticms f o r  specific questions of US policy. 
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A. What stance or m e r - a l l  policy should the US a b p t  

t.mard the Sino-S.:viet dispute i n  a s i tuat ion short d an .)2en 

break? 

13. What stance cr w e r - a l l  pslicy should the US adopt in 

the event .sf an open break? . 
C. RJW, if a t  all, does t h e  Sino-Sxiet  dispute a f fec t  

S w i e t  cumd Chinese behavior and policies in specific s i tuat ions 

Dr with r e s p c t  to specific issues? FDr exanple: 

( 1 )c her l i n  

(4) Laos and S..uth Vietnar: 

D. kw, if at'cill, s b u l d  Us policy w i t h  respect t 9  these 

situatim gr issues be influenced by the  SinD-Smiet dispute? 

E. What specific US policies or tactics d3 you think wsulcl  

h e  the effect  of 

(1) Intensifyiw the dispute? 
(2) Increase the deleterious effect  D f  t he  dispute 

(3 )  Dluntixq cr d i s s i p a t i w  the thrust  ~i' Dloc Soviet, 

wong other C x l t v n i s t  parties in General c m  se- 
lected pmkies in particular.  

o r  Comunist p l i c i e s  ( internal  or fareignj.  
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